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PREFACE

1. This historic battle analysis focuses attention on the Russian/
Turkish battles for the fortress of Azov in 1695 and 1696. Additionally,
it uses this battle to discuss and illustrate the principles of war
described in APM 11l. The specific format requirements are established
in EDCJ letter dated 14 September 1983. A waiver to length requirement
in Part I was given by Major Dorough since the battle was relatively
obscure and needed some additional background information. The tasking
letter is Appendix D of this paper.

2. The analysis of the battle focubos greater attention to the Russian
side than the Turkish side. This is due primarily to the lack of
research material written from the Turkish point of view. The Air Uni-
versity Library has a wealth of Russian history books but only a few
dealing with this period of Turkish history. Additionally, the battle
of Azov was considered as only a minor loss for the Turks. The Russians,
however, wrote extensively about the battle because it was a landmark
for innovative military land and sea forces. While the overall emphasis
is weighted toward the Russian point of view, enough information is pre-
sented concerning Turkish actions to allow a useful comparison of com-
batants and their actions.

3. I wish to acknowledge the special contribution of Dr. Kenneth Whiting,
AU/CADRE, for locating the Soviet Military Encyclopedia in the Air Univer-
sity Library and translating from Russian the portion of the book that
concerned the Azov Campaigns (bibliography reference 19).
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INTRODUCTION

EveAy potenvtate who Iuu onty giwund joic.cez ha4 bu~t one
hand; yet whoevA' hazA a navy too, hau both hanct6.

--Tsar Peter the Great
Father of the Russian Navy (6:13)

In 1695, Russia, led by Tsar Peter the Great, began a land battle

against the city of Azov on the P-'n River. This first campaign was a

dismal failure owing to numerous errors and shortcomings made by the

Russian leaders and soldiers. The next spring Peter returned to Azov

and waged a successful land battle using naval support forces. These

campaigns were the first real combat for young Tsar Peter. Lessons

learned from these battles shaped Peter's future military strategy.

Later tsars and commissars followed Peter's example in the way he de-

ployed and employed Russian land and naval forces. The battle of Azcv

marked the turning point in relative military strength between Turkey

and Russia. Russia grew stronger in influence and control of the

Black Sea, while Turkey waned. Azov also marked Russia's first use of

naval power. In the five winter months between the campaign of 1695

and 1696, Peter commanded the construction of a large ocean-capable

fleet of warships as well as a thousand support barges and boats. This

naval force assured Victory in the 1696 campaign and shaped Peter's

future strategies. While this victory, Peter's first, receives less

historical coverage (than Poltava, for instance), it is one of the most

significant battles for Peter and for the development of the Russian



military--especially the navy. The battles demonstrate traditional as

well as innovative use of military force. Finally, the Azov campaigns

provide clear examples of the principles of war that were ignored or

employed by the Turkish and Russian forces. The description of the

Azov campaigns that follows acquaints the reader with a significant

period of Russian history and gives an understanding of some of the

forces and events that have shaped modern Russia.

Part I begins with a brief review of the historical, political,

and geographic background. This part includes a summary of the campaign

objectives, followed by a description of the 1695 battle, the between

campaign winter preparations, and the 1696 battle. Part I concludes

with a summary of lessons learned.

Part II lists the principles of war, as written in AFM 1-1, and

analyzes the application or exclusion of the principles during the

battle of Azov.

Part III contains questions for discussion. It provides a series

of questions with recommended answers to be used in leading a guided

discussion in seminar format.
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PART I

BATTLE DESCRIPTION

Since this battle is not a modern or familiar one, a brief overview

of the historical, political, and geographical background is provided

to establish the purpose of the Azov battles and their relative sig-

nificance in Russian history.

Historical Background

In 1695 Peter the Great desired to lead Russia toward modernization

and increased prominence in European affairs. This emergence was feared

by the powers of Western Europe. Because of Russia's geographic posi-

tion and her own Orthodox Church, she had few relations or ties with

other European nations. Yet, because of her sheer size and often belli-

cose spirit, she was feared as a dormant giant. For almost four cen-

turies Western Europe had watched the eastern hordes (principally Mongols)

invade and sack Russia. Even in 1695 Russia experienced continuing

attacks on its southern territories from the Tatars and was kept from

the Black Sea by the ships of the Ottoman Sultan. Every summer the

Tatar Khan raided the Ukraine. In 1692 12,000 Tatar cavalry attacked

the Russian city of Niemrov and carried off 2,000 captives for sale in

the Ottoman slave market. Over the next year a total of 15,000 Russians L

were carried away from the Russian steppes and sold in the slave market.

Additionally, Tatars demanded a yearly payment of tribute from the

3



Russians (15:37). During the reign of Peter's father, Prince Vasily

Golitsyn had conducted disastrous and unsuccessful campaigns against

the Turks (15:38). There seemed to be no end of Turkish insults to

Russia. Militarily, Russia was bankrupt. She had not experienced a

military victory in the 60 years prior to Peter's reign (15:147). The 0

Turks captured the fortress of Azov in 1475 and had cut all commerce

down the Don River since that time (20:67). From 1677 to 1681 Russia

fought its first war with Turkey. At the Treaty of Radzin, Russia was

allowed limited access to the Black Sea. By 1689, however, Turkey had

expanded its fleet and had completely eliminated Russian ships from the

Black Sea (17:2). After years of insult and restriction of commerce

Russia was seeking a major reversal on her southern border. She needed

to control Azov and build a fleet to open Black Sea access.

Political Background

In 1686 Russia joined an alliance with Poland and Austria. This

alliance was formed to combat the Ottoman Empire in the south and the

Swedish kingdom in the north (8:83). By 1690 the Poles and the Austrians

felt that Russia was not fulfilling its treaty responsibilities in

fighting the Turks, since the last campaigns had been those under

Golitsyn in 1687. Poland's King Jon Sobieski was threatening to sign a

separate peace Lreaty with Turkey that ignored Russian claims and

interests (15:37). This fear, as well as the legitimate Turkish threat,

hastened Peter's preparations for a renewed war with the Sultan.

Additionally, the lUkranian and Don Cossack's loyalty to Moscow

fluctuated depending on their perception of Moscow's willingness to

assist in repulsing the continual Turkish sorties into their homeland.
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Peter knew that Cossack loyalty was at an ebb. Renewed action against

the Turks was required to secure Cossack loyalty (8:83).

Two additional political factors influenced 17th century Russia.

First, Russians believed that the Orthodox Church was the most pure

among the Christian churches. Consequently, the Turkish attacks were

not merely those of one nation agn'nst another, but rather, the attacks

of the Moslem inf4els against a Holy Russian Church (8:22,23). Peter

reflected this attitude in a letter written before the 1695 campaign.

In his early optimism he wrote, "Surely the Children of Hell (Turks)

shall not overcome us!" (7:57).

Finally, due to the unusual double monarchy arrangement that

existed, Peter was free to move about the country as a soldier and pre-

pare the battle. In 1682, with the death of Tsar Alexi, Peter and his

older half brother Ivan were both placed on the throne. Ivan, though

older, was physically and mentally feeble. Peter was strong and intel-

ligent. The Russian boyars (bureaucrats) crowned them both, to prevent

a strong regent from ruling in Ivan's name, due to his mental inabilities.

This dual throne was a boon to Peter. He enjoyed the outdoors and from

an early age shared exceptional prowess in command and military affairs.

Therefore, from his birth in 1672 until the death of Ivan in 1696, Peter

trained in military disciplines including shipbuilding and siege engi-

neering. While Ivan sat on the throne and attended matters of state,

Peter began to prepare himself and the forces which would change the

direction of Russian hs~tory (13:27,28).
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Geographic Background

The fortress of Azov lay 15 miles upstream from the mouth of theJ

River Don. It was located on the south bank of the southernmost branch

of the river (see map). One mile above the city on either side of the

river were fortified towers with steel chain& stretched between them.

Azov with its towers cut off Russian access to the Black Sea via the

Don. This Turkish fort, along with those on the Dnieper, denied Russian

commerce on the Black Sea (20:67). Peter desired commerce with the west

(13:32). Sweden controlled the Baltic and Turkey controlled the Black

Sea as well as the Turkish Straits. Trade with both east and west could

be initiated via the Don and the Black Sea, but Azov had to be secured

first (8:83).

In his writings shortly before his death, Peter stated, "Russian

territory must be expanded towards the North along the Baltic and also

towards the south along the Black Sea. We must move as near as possible

to Constantinople and India. Whoever governs these will be the true

sovereign of the world (5:46)." Seizing Azov was to be the first step

toward the world influence he desired.

Objectives

Peter's objectives at Azov were numerous. He sought to:

1. Fulfill alliance obligations by defeating the Turks in an

important battle. This action would ensure consideration of Russian

interests in any peace treaty with the Turks.

2. Establish a port with access to eastern and western markets.

3. Challenge Turkish influence and control in the Black Sea.
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4. Exercise and prove the new "modern" regiments Peter had been

developing after the European model.

5. Demonstrate the power of the Tsar to his opponents at home and

to his allies and enemies abroad.

The Turkish Sultan's objectives were to:
S!

1. Maintain absolute control )f the northern approaches to the

Black Sea.

2. Repulse the Russian force sent at Azov.

3. Ensure favorable terms of peace based on defeat of the Russian

Army.

The 1695 Campaign

At Kozbahoo we jwted, now K-- ae going to ptay the keat

game at Azov (15:138).

From age 2 to age 23 Peter "played" at war. His European tutors

taught him the art of shipbuilding and modern land warfare including

artillery and siege engineering. In two towns near Moscow Peter had

developed elite regiments, the Preobrazhenski and the Senenovski

(deriving names from the towns) (18:240). These regiments were trained

and equipped in the European style. They were professionals who had

developed their ability in mock battles such as the Kozhukhovo "siege."

Azov was to be the first real test of Peter's new army. Accompanying

these regiments were the Streltsy. These were also professional soldiers

who guarded Moscow and the Tsar. These troops, however, were unreliable

in battles away from Moscow. On 21 February 1695 the first council of

war met in Moscow to formulate plans and begin deployment. In the

spring two major thrusts were to penetrate along the Don and Dnieper
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Rivers to the Black Sea. General Boris P. Sheremetev with 120,000

peasant recruits and a force of Zaporozhsky Cossacks led by their own

flamboyant Mazeppa would proceed to the outlet of the Dnieper River

(8:83). Their secondary objective was to take the Turkish forts of

Ochakov and Kazikerman as well as three other small forts which defended

the river mouth (15:138). Their primary objective, however, was to

occupy the Tatar cavalry near the Dnieper so that Azov could be besieged

relatively free of cavalry harassment.

The second thrust was to attack Azov. The Scottish General Patrick

Gordon left Moscow in early March with one of the elite regiments and

traveled overland to Azov. He was joined in route by 5,000 Don Cossack

cavalry. This division accounted for 9,500 men and 53 cannon. Gordon's

forces reached Azov on 27 March and began to dig siege fortifications

(19:125). The other two armies of approximately 10,000 men each were

assigned to Swiss General F. Lefort and Russian General A. M. Golovin.

These armies were composed of Peter's elite regiments as well as the

Streltsy (Moscow guard). In May Peter moved this force by water down

the Moskua, Oka, and Volga rivers. At Volgagrad boats and armaments

were dragged overland to the Don River. The entire force arrived at

Azov on 29 June. The combined commands of Gordon, Lefort, and Golovin

totalled 31,000 soldiers. No supreme commander was appointed. Decisions

were to be made by the three generals in council with Tsar Peter (3:298).

Peter, however, spent his energies serving as an ordinary artillery

officer, leaving his generals to argue with one another. This lack of

a supreme commander was disastrous.
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General Gordon was appointed quartermaster but found resupply ex-

ceedingly difficult (3:297). The towers and chains upstream from Azov

prevented the resupply barges from reaching the Russian forces. The

barges were therefore unloaded upstream and the material was transported

overland to the Russian forces. These wagon convoys were constantly

attacked by sorties from the Turks inside the Azov fortress (15:139).

Conquering the to-~rs, therefore, became the first objective. On 7 July

the Russian cannons opened fire on the towers and on Azov. The barrage

against the fort lasted 14 weeks (15:139). By 20 July, one of the towers

fell to a Cossack attack. The secoji... finally capitulated in early

August. With the towers under Russian control and the barrier chains

removed, supplies could be transported directly by barge to the Russian

forces (8:84). Full attention was next directed to Azov itself. It had

been nearly surrounded in June with siege works. Unfortunately, the

Russian forces were not adequate to completely encircle the city. Addi-

tionally, the Don River and the Sea of Azov were controlled by the Turk-

ish fleet. Consequently, the Turks were able to continuously resupply

the Azov defenders. Their first Turkish resupply mission arrived and

unloaded on 20 July. This seaborne resupply continued throughout the

following months. Because of this, the Turkish defenders who never num-

bered more than 15,000 were able to hold off the 31,000 attackers (15:140).

In early July, the Turks launched a counterattack. This counter-

attack was eventually repulsed by Gordon's division. The Turks and

Russians suffered heav- losses, but the Turks soon received reinforce-
L

ments (3:298). This bad field situation for the Russians grew worse.

General Golovin and Lefort were jealous of General Gordon. They defeated

9



his proposals in council and would not support him in battle. Austrian

mine engineers Timmerman and Wiede were sent to inspect the mines that

were to blow up portions of the fortress walls. These two, as veil as

Gordon, stated the charges were incorrectly prepared. Lefort and Golovin

encouraged Peter to overrule, which he did. When the fuses were lit, the

mines blew up in the wrong direction and killed many Russians (7:58).

The Streltsy also added to the confusion. They refused to follow orders

given by European officers. (Lefort was Swiss and Gordon was Scottish

(15:139).) The ultimate tragedy occurred at the end of July when the

Dutch engineer Jacob Jensen defected to the Turks. Jensen was a close

friend and confidante of Peter's. He related the entire Russian battle

plan to the Pasha of Azov. This report included a complete review of

strong and weak points In the Russian siege works. He also explained

that the best time to attack was after the noonday meal, when most

Russians napped for a few hours (8:84). The next day, after the noon

meal, the Pasha launched sorties against the weakest points in the siege

walls. A three-hour battle raged which was finally repulsed by General

Gordon and his army. Russian losses included 400 dead and 600 wounded.

Many of the siege works were destroyed (15:140). On 15 August Peter,

after receiving counsel from Lefort and Golovin, ordered a frontal assault

on the fortress. General Gordon protested but was overruled. Russian

attackers were slaughtered as they crossed the open ground and advanced

to the walls. The attack was repulsed and cost Peter 1,500 soldiers

from his elite regiments. The horrors and frustrations of real war were

becoming evident to the young Tsar. On 25 September Peter commanded

another frontal attack on the walls. This too was repulsed.

10



Two days later Peter ordered a retreat to Moscow (19:125). Three

thousand men were left at Azov to maintain control of the watchtowers.

The rest began a 7-week retreat across the steppes. During the retreat

Tatar cavalry continually harassed the army. An entire Russian regiment

with commanding officer was killed during the retreat (7:58). On

2 December the bedraggled army arrved in Moscow. Azov remained firmly

in Turkish contrc'. Sheremetev provided the only good news. His cam-

paign on the Dnieper had been a complete success. He had captured al] of

the Turkish outposts and built a new one on the island of Tavan. His

forces had also captured many small 1urkish boats (13:32). The Cossacks

also were pleased with the attention Mloscow had shown for their plight.

The Winter Preparations

The first campaign had failed for three principal reasons: (1) There

was no supreme commander. The divided command was chaotic. (2) The Turks

were able to resupply by sea. This made the siege futile. (3) The siege

walls, mining, and artillery were ineffective. More professionals were

required.

Peter began immediately to correct these errors and prepare for a

renewed campaign against Azov. Hie appointed the Russian nobleman A. S.

Shein as supreme commander. All orders, therefore, would originate with

a Russian officer. This solved the Streltay loyalty issue (7:61). Of

even greater importance, Peter ordered the construction of a seagoing

fleet. The fleet was constructed in the five winter months at Voronezh

on the Don. The magnitude of this feat defies comprehension. In the

middle of winter, 28,000 conscripted laborers with Dutch and Venetian

shipwrights constructed and armed 2 ships of the line, 4 fireboats, 23



galleys, and over 1,300 barges and transport vessels (8:86). The larger

ships were built in Moscow, hauled in pieces on sleds overland and

assembled at Voronezh. Finally, Peter requested and received European

land and sea warfare experts. These included artillery and mine special-

ists from Austria and Denmark, artillery and shipwrights from Holland,

and an admiral from Venice (12:104). During these winter months Peter

developed elaborate naval regulations as well as signal and alarms for

control of the fleet while underway. He also established a new force

of 4,000 marines for use in boarding skirmishes (15:144). These actions

were the genesis of the Russian navy and marines. On 29 January Ivan,

Peter's brother and co-tsar, died. Peter now was the sole ruler of

Russia (8:87).

The 1696 Campaign

Swtp~ise i6 the mo.t a66-tiat Sactot og vctou. . .
nothing makeh a teadeA guteA. than to gueh4 the deciZion6
o6 the enemy . . . to .ecognize, to g.Ahp the 4Ltuation and
take advan-tage o6 it aa iA ake&--new and audden thin4,
c.atch aAmie., by wp Le! --Nicolo Machiavelli (14:--)

Nothing could have surprised the Turks at Azov more than to see an

entire Russian fleet arrive at the mouth of the Don in the spring of

1696. The fleet was commanded by Lefort--now promoted to Admiral. He

was assisted by Venetian Vice Admiral Lima and French Rear Admiral.

L'osier. Peter captained the galley Principium (20:71). On 3 May, the

first eight ships weighed anchor at Voronezh and began their journey to

Azov. Thereafter, another squadron of eight ships left every week. By

the end of Hay the entire fleet had reached the twin towers of Novoserg-

ievsk. On 28 May the Cossacks were dispatched to reconnoiter the mouth

of the river. They returned a report of "Two Turkish ships anchored
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at the mouth of the river." Peter sent a force of 9 galleys and 800

Cossacks in smaller boats to attack the Turks. To their great surprise

they encountered 40 Turkish ships instead of 2! Several of the Russian

galleys had run aground enroute and Peter cancelled the attack. That

night, the Cossacks in their small leather boats rowed up beside the

Turkish fleet. In a surprise skir'dsh they captured 10 Turkish vessels.

The remaining ver-4ls, fearing a full assault from the Russian fleet,

weighed anchor and fled to the open water in the Sea of Azov. The

fleeing ships were the last to resupply Azov (15:144,145). Peter sailed

his entire fleet to the mouth of th,. D~on on 2 June and positioned all of

the galleys to thwart Turkish resupply. On 10 June a Turkish soldier

who had been captured revealed that a fleet of "50 Turkish ships had been

heading toward Azov (8:80)." A few days later a much smaller fleet was

sighted which fled at the sight of the Russian galleys.

On either side of the mouth of the river the Russians had quickly

erected two forts and positioned marines there with a battery of cannon.

On 14 June the Turks attacked these forts. Again, at first sight of the

Russian fleet, the Turks fled. In July one additional Turkish landing

was r~pulsed by the Russian fleet. The battle for sea and river control

was complete (15:145).

By 10 June the army had taken up their positions around Azov.

Apparently, the Turkish defenders did not expect the Russians to return

after their defeat in 1695. They had left Russian siege works Intact

from the year before. -he Russian battle plan was unchanged. Sheremetev

with 70,000 soldiers proceeded to the Dnieper to engage and delay the

Tatar cavalry (19:165). General Shein was to surround Azov and bombard
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it until it surrendered. His forces consisted of 46,000 Russian peasant

soldiers and Peter's elite regiments, 15,000 Ukrainian Cossacks, Don

Cossacks, and 3,000 Kalmuk cavalry. The total force was over 75,000.

This was more than twice that fielded in 1695 (8:87). By the end of

June the city was surrounded with siege fortifications and cut off from

Turkish fleet support. A call for Turkish surrender on 20 June, however,

was answered with a simultaneous volley from all of the cannons on the

walls of Azov (15:145). The Russian army was engaged in building an

earthen ramp which moved steadily toward the walls of Azov. As many as

15,000 soldiers were occupied in this task continually (15:146). During

the siege and bombardment Peter personally supervised the artillery and

mining efforts. His sister wrote warning, "Don't go near the cannonballs

and bullets." In a letter of reply he responded, "It is not I who go

near the cannonballs and bullets, but they come near to me; send orders

for them to stop it (8:80)." In early July a Russian prisoner escaped

from Azov. He related the high level of turmoil within the city. On

9 July additional Austrian artillery experts arrived. They improved the

sighting of several of the guns (8:90). By mid July the guns were

sighted on the high earthen rampart and were firing down on the streets

of Azov (15:146). on 19 July 2,000 Cossacks, who had grown tired of

digging fortifications, made an uncommanded sortie against the walls.

With a flourish of courage seen throughout Cossack history, the small

force succeeded in entering the city. They were soon driven back to

the wall, but were able to retain control of one tower on the wall. The

following morning General Shein ordered a full frontal assault to support

the trapped Cossacks. Just before this attack was launched, the Turks
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raised a flag of surrender. The Cossacks immediately re-entered the

city and sacked it. Efforts to restrain them were fruitless (15:146).

The Azov Pasha surrendered for terms. Dutch traitor Jensen was returned

to the Russians for subsequent humiliation and execution (15:146). The

Pasha, his soldiers, and their families were allowed to leave the city.

Turkish merchant ships evacuated L.e soldiers and families. Upon return

to Turkey the del. aders were placed under arrest. Three key officers

were executed and the Pasha fled for his life (15:148).

Within a month the siege works were removed and the Azov walls

were strengthened. Ten divisions were positioned in the city of Azov.

Peter sailed his galley along the north shore of the Sea of Azov

looking for a suitable harbor for his new fleet. He selected Taganrog,

30 miles from the mouth of the Don. A few Austrian engineers were posi-

tioned in Azov and tasked to further improve the defensive fortifications.

The remainder of the army returned to Moscow by land for a victor's

welcome. Peter was hailed by his people for the first Russian military

victory in 60 years. Many more would follow! Vinius, minister of intecr-

nal affairs, commented on the Azov victory in a letter to Peter, saying,

"Everyone knows that it was by your plan alone and by the aid you got

from the sea that such a noted town has bowed down to your feet (15:147)."

In 1700 the peace of Karlowitz ended the war between Turkey and Russia.

Azov and Taganrog were formally ceded to Russia, but control of the Black

Sea was retained by the Turks (17:3). Russia would not earn access to

the Black Sea until 1-.4. In 1780 Admiral John Paul JIones (commissioned

for a short time in the Imperial Russian Navy) commented:
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The corneAce oJ the S&tck Sea is an object o6 gtat
importance; but this comeAce, so advantageous to Russia,

itt atay.6 be annoyed and oiten i neupted by the TWtZ,

untit Russia has a st6ongeiteet in the Back Sea to hotd
a tod over them, and to place the keys o6 Con tantinopte
in the hand6 oJ the Empte6 (4:30).

Complete control of the Black Sea finally came in 1829 after a superior

Russian fleet defeated the Turks in the Battle of Navarino harbor. Con-

trol was officially ceded in the 1829 Treaty of Adrianople. The 1695

victory at Azov, however, was the cornerstone upon which these later

victories were built (17:4).

Lessons Learned

While it woutd be incoArect to dMw too strong a conctuion
6rom Pete's Azov campaign it is woth noting that Sum hi.6
6iAt naval opeatLon theite 6eems to emerge the geneis o6
a basic concept that even today conztituta the .aUent
doctgine concept o6 Soviet navat thil2,zg: that a pime
puApoze o6 naval poweA £ to protect the sea dtank oJ Land
6or'ce and assist those 6orceh in taing the land objectiveA.
That was pucizety the manne. in which Pta, the Jounde4 06
the Russian Navy, ued hW5 naval 6oxce (9:71).

There are two profound lessons Peter learned from his first combat

experience: (1) the importance of a well trained, well disciplined,

modern "westernized" army and (2) the importance of the naval arm to

support Russian land combat.

To capitalize on the first lesson, Peter sent 61 noblemen from

Russia to study in Italy, England, and Holland. There they learned

western ideas, culture, and military sciences (20:73). He gathered land

warfare engineers from all over Europe to train his officers in artillery

and siege warfare. Within a few years Peter completely disbanded and

teXv(Utted or 'xil1d the unreliable Streltsy. In their place he built pro-

fessional regiments. The well trained, equipped, and disciplined troops

served Russia effectively during the next three decades.
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The application of the naval lessons learned was even more signifi-

cant. Peter was convinced that the sea arm was essential in achieving

Russia's destiny. Immediately after the Azov victory Peter dispatched

25,000 laborers to deepen the harbor at Taganrog and construct a suitable

military harbor for a major fleet (15:149). He levied a shipbuilding

quota on the wealthiest elements of Russian society. Each church diocese

was tasked to build one ship for each 8,000 serf households in their

jurisdiction. Civil landowners were required to finance the building of

one ship for every 10,000 serfs. The merchants of Moscow were tasked to

procure 12 ships. When they petitioned Peter to reduce the number he

increased it to 14 (8:94). The new Black Sea fleet, when it was com-

plete, consisted of 9 60-gun ships and 41 40-50-gun ships (1:314).

Peter sent an initial cadre of Russian nobility abroad to be certified

in shipbuilding and navigation. In the following years hundreds of

other Russians were sent abroad to learn skills in these areas.

While Peter's new fleet did not engage the Turkish fleet again for

a decade, its presence in the Sea of Azov was the most important factor

in keeping the Sultan out of an alliance with the Swedes when Russia

began the Swedish campaign. Peter soon shifted his shipbuilding drives

to the Baltic, where the Swedes were threatening. In a few short years

Peter built the city and harbor of Saint Petersburg. From there he

launched a Baltic fleet which consisted of 48 ships of the line, 800

galleys, and employed over 28,000 men afloat (11:66). Such was the

legacy of Azov.
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PART II

PRINCIPLES OF WAR

INTRODUCTION

This part discusses the principles of war as defined by AFM 1-1.

First, the principle is quoted. That is followed by a discussion of

how the principle was applied and/(- L*gnored during the Azov campaigns

by the Turks and the Russians.

Though the Azov campaign was a land battle supported by naval--

forces it is a useful example for discussing the principles of war f or

Air Force application. The battle for Azov demonstrates excellent

examples of both applied and ignored principles and the result of these

actions. The most important principles that were applied at Azov were

surprise, offensive, and logistics. These three are primary to victory

in air doctrine. The technological innovation demonstrated by Tsar

Peter provides a model for today's leaders. For Peter, as well as

today's leaders, rapid modernization and innovation can often be the

single most important factor in battle. Because the battle was

principally one of siege warfare, some of the principles of war, such

as maneuver, were not demonstrated.

Understanding these principles of war and learning to properly

employ them is essential for victory. The following analysis should

build understanding.
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OBJECTIVE

The most basic principte 6or success in any mititaxu opexa-
tion i a ceat and concie tatement o6 a eatitie objec-
tive. The objective deines what the miLitary actio-e3nd&
to accomptWh and nouaiUy de~ckibes the na uAe and cope o6
an operation. An objective may vary 6Yom the oveAAU objec-
tive o6 a broad mititaty opewtion to the detia ed objective
o6 a specific attack. The u..Wrate mitaxy objective o6
war is to neutalize ox destAoy the enemy'a awmed 6oceA and
his wilU to 6ight. However, the intimate bond which ties
waA to potiticA cannot be ignoted. Wax is a mean to achiev-
ing a poltico2 objective and must neve be consideed apart
from the potitic a end. Consequentty, potitical impeAatvez
shape and define mititaiy objectives. It 6otows that the
objective od each mLkaxg opeiation must contAibute to the
oveA'U potitical objective.

Russia

The Russian objectives were clearly stated and pursued. The objec-

tives of the battle were closely tied to national objectives. Conquer-

ing Azov was a national objective for the Russians. The principal goal

at Azov was to seize control of the fortress that controlled the mouth

of the Don River, thus opening access to the Sea of Azov and the Black

Sea. The military objectives were to contain the Tatar cavalry along

the Dnieper River while Azov on the Don was destroyed by artillery and

mines.

Collateral objectives included securing Cossack loyalty and ensuring

that a peace treaty between Turkey and Russia would fulfill Russian ob-

jectives and interests.

While the military objectives of the 1695 campaign were derived

from the political ones, they were not realistic. The number of soldiers
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committed to the investure of the Azov fortress on the land side was

inadequate. Consequently, the Turks were able to easily resupply the

fortress. Additionally, no Russian plans were made in 169S to control

Azov's access to the sea. Therefore, the Turkish fleet had full access

to the Don and the fortress. The only objective achieved in 1695 was

that the Cossacks were assured of Moscow's interests in the defense of

their homelands.

In 1696 the objectives were essentially the same. The second cam-

paign, however, reflected more thorough planning and a realistic allot-

ment of forces to the requirement.- C the battle. The troop strength

doubled and river access to the city was controlled by Peter's newly

built fleet. The ultimate military objective of eliminating the Turk's

from Azov in 1696 was finally achi~red through the correction of defi-

ciencies which had been ignored in 1695.

Turkey

The Turkish objectives were to maintain the fortresses on the Dnieper

and Don and eliminate the threat of Russian access to the Black Sea. Any

Russian naval power on the Black Sea was viewed as a threat. Turkey also

enjoyed a position of power in the "underbelly" of Russia by way of its

river fortresses. These fortresses were used as basing facilities for

attacks into the steppes. Azov was a vital point for Turkey to secure

its strategic objectives against Russia. The limited military objective,

therefore, was to repulse the Russian advance.

While Turkey appeared to be committed to the 1695 defense of Azov, L

it was totally unprepared for the 1696 campaign. When the new Russian

fleet arrived in 1696, the Turks failed to commit a large enough force
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of naval vessels to counter the threat. The ships were available, but

were never sent to Azov. Consequently, the Turkish immediate and long- 0

term objectives were jeopardized. Though the Turkish objective was

clear, the commitment to it was not great enough to secure it.

OFFENSIVE

Unteah opjen~ve acton i6~ initiated, miLttv~q victoty ia
dom po~be. The pinC.ipteo6 o endue La to act Az'ULa

than teact. The oienive enabI comandL to 6eLect
pio~t-iu.e od attack, aa wett aA the time, ptace, and weapon-
ry nec".6aty to achieve objective. AeAoa pace Jo'rc6 po&6eA&
a capabitity to seize the ojen,6ive and can be employed
tapidty and diue~cy agan,6t enemy tage t. Aevwpace JotceA
have the poweA to penectwte to the heat od an enemy'h
&t.'ength without 6iuat dedeating dedending jo'tcea in detaitL
The'te~do'te, to take dull advantage o6 the capabitia 06
ae)Wh pace poweA, it Z6 impe'ative that ak comrandeu eLze
the o6jenive at the veA owt6et od ho4tLCiie.

Russia

The Russians chose the place and time to attack the Turks. Peter - -

had been exercising his elite regiments for several years. Azov was to

be their first test under fire. He prepared the offensive in the spring

to allow ample time for an effective siege before winter halted military

actions. Actually, Peter launched a twin offensive. Sheremetev was

sent to the Dnieper to engage the Tatar cavalry and prevent it from sup-

porting Azov. The second thrust was against Azov with heavy artillery

and light infantry. Though the Russians began the offensive, it bogged

down during the summer of 1695. The Turkish defenders were not shaken,

rather their resolve increased. By fall, Peter saw the futility of

further frontal attacks. He commanded a retreat to Moscow.

Russia again seized the offensive in the spring of 1696. This time,

however, the first attack was made against the Turkish fleet. The
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fortress was then sealed off on both the lanl z.nd sea side. When the

Turkish fleet counterattacked later in the campaign the Russian fleet

again drove it away. In 1695 the Russians seized the offensive but lost

the advantage through ineffective and inappropriate tactics. The next

year Peter adjusted priorities for force employment and again seized the

offensive. The artillery and sieL engineering were improved. Addition-

ally, the Russia,. fleet drove off the Turkish fleet and supply vessels.

Turkey

Though the Turks were forceu to assume the defensive position, they

showed their effective use of offensive on three occasions: (1) During

both the 1695 and 1696 campaigns the Turks made sorties out of their

fortress to destroy Russian siege -orks, soldiers, and artillery. These

sorties continued to harass and delay siege engineering and accounted

for the greatest percentage of Russian casualties. (2) During the 1695

campaign the Turks made several attacks on the Russian logistics lines.

Before the chains blocking the river mouth were destroyed by the Russians,

Russian supplies were brought down the Don River and were carried over-

land the final few miles to the Russian lines. This part of the logis-

tics line was consistently cut during the early months of the 1695 cam-

paign. (3) The most effective attack launched by the Turks was againist

the retreating Russian army in 1695. The Russian army was beaten and

without effective logistics lines. The Turkish cavalry surged forward

to harass the withdrawing army, destroying an entire regiment as well

as portions of others. The Turks were so confident of the effectiveness

and destructiveness of their efforts that they made no additional pro-

visions to defend Azov during the winter of 1696.
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SURPRISE

Su~p e i the attack o an enemy at a time, ptace, and
m j 6or. wh h the enemy " neiteA ptepaxed no4 expecting
an attack. The ptincplpe oj supiLZhe is achZeved when an
enemy is uabte to ,eact e66ectLuel to an attack. Su,p,16e
iA achieved th'wugh Aecuity, deception, audacig, o inat-
ity, and ,tmbey execution. Sup' te can deciively. ahAted
the batance oj powe,. SWaLpAi.e give.6 attack.g 6oJtce6 the
advant.ge o6 6eizing the inittiaive wfhte So~cing the enemy
to 4teact. When othe. aetou inituencng the conduct oS
ukut ate unjavo'awbte, ,6wtpie may be the key etement in
achievin.g the objectiue. The exeauftn o .6u&p)Ue attack
can oiten keveAe the mi.ta g h6tuation, gene/tate oppoxtun-
itieA 6o4 ai' and zmwace 6ocee to 6eize the o66en6ive, and
di.6upt the cohe£ion and ihting e66ectiveneAs o6 enemy
6orce. SwpA'te i6 a most poweju~t n6etuence in aeAo,6pace
opeution6, and comnmandeu rut make eveAy e66o'.t to atain
it. SuAp'cAe xequitea a corsmande to have adequate command,
contow, and com nica tion to di'ect hiA 6o'tc, acwcalate
Ji.tetgence in6o.mat on to exptoLt enemy weakneu , e66ec-
tive deception to dive&t enemy attention, and 6u6iient
.6ecua.Lty to deny an enemy 6uu6icien utn.ing and keadtion
to a &Wup 4~e attack.

Russia

There were no Russian examples of surprise in the 1695 campaign.

The following year, however, was completely different. The Russian

force effectively employed surprise on at least three separate occasions.

First, they re-attacked Azov with only a few months of recuperation.

The Turkish defenders did not expect the immediate return of the Russians

and had not removed the Russian siege walls built the previous year.

The surprise was heightened by the fact that the Russians had constructed

a fleet of over 1,000 river vessels as well as over 20 seagoing combat

ships. This feat caught the Turks completely off guard and unprepared

to combat the Russians at sea.

The other two Russian uses of surprise were attacks conducted by

the Cossacks. While the small Turkish fleet sat anchored at the mouth

of the Don, the Cossacks floated in among the ships in small rowboats on
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the night of 29 May. Under cover of darkness they boarded and captured

ten ships. The remainder of the fleet fled to the Sea of Azov fearing

a full assault by the Russian fleet. This night surprise attack sent

the Turkish combat and merchant ships into the Sea of Azov, never to

return to supply the fortress.

The last surprise attack was two days before the Turkish surrender.

On the evening of 19 July the Cossacks, without orders from General Shein,

launched a frontal attack against the Azov walls. They had grown tired

of digging siege works with the other soldiers and launched their own

attack--to the great surprise of biLl- sides! Their attack breached the

walls and led to the final surrender.

Turkey

The Turkish defenders at Azov had few opportunities to exercise the

principle of surprise. They did, however, launch one very effective

surprise attack. In the 1695 campaign, the Dutch engineer, Jacob .Jensen,

defected to the Turks. He related to them the Russian battle plan as

well as the weak points in the siege walls. He also told the Turks

about the Russian practice of napping after the midday meal. The next

day the Turks attacked the Russian lines, after the midday meal, while

most of the soldiers were sleeping. A 3-hour battle raged. When it

ended there were 400 Russians dead and 600 wounded. Additionally, many

of the siege works were destroyed. This surprise attack broke the will

of the Russians and secured the Turkish victory in 1695.
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SECURITY

Secr.it pxotect6 6L.endy mititaxg opeautionA 6'tom enemy
acvtviti wh.ch coutd hampeA oI de eat aeAo6pace okcea.
Secutity Z6 taking continuous, poAztive meo.WLe.a to pxeuent
6u~pLi6e and p'eAexve 6ecdom o6 action. Secuxity ibvotve
active and paive deden6ive mea6uuwe and the deni..a o6
useWuL i omaiton to an enemy. To deny an enemy knowtedge
o6 6tiendy capabititie and actionx equZae a conceAted
e66o,,t in both peace and waA. Secwtty pkotec.t6 6,end~t
6orceA. In conduoctig theAe action6, a.'L commandelu at aLt
teveL6 ate uttimatety rzeponsibte 6o,% the secu ty o6 thei4
6otce.6. Secu'zty o6 aerospace opvationu i6 achieved
thvough a combina.t on oJ 6actot .6uch az 4ecAec, diAgquie,
opewa.tonat 6ecuiLty, deception, dispezuat, maneuveAL, timing,
po.tuing, and the dedense and hadening o6 6oxca. Secakity
iz enhanced by e tabi.hing an eidect.ve command, contkwt,
communication6, and nte9tgence netwo.k. Intettigence
e66oAt6 minimize the potentiat 6oL enemy acton6 to achieve
zu-pt4e o& maintain an intitive, and e66ec.t&ve command,
controt, and cormunication6 pe.mit jxiendty 6okea to
exploit enemy weakne& u and kepond to enemy aenon6.

Russia

The best examples of security in the Azov campaigns were losses of

security. Twice in 1696 Turkish security was breached which yielded

significant gains for the Russians. The first breach came on 10 June

1696 when a Turkish prisoner revealed that a resupply force was approach-

ing Azov from the Black Sea. This advanced warning allowed Peter to

alert his fleet and position them to prevent the resupply. When the

Turks arrived, they turned and fled seeing their numerical inferiority.

In July a Russian prisoner escaped from his Turkish captors in Azov. lie

told of the deprivations within the walls of Azov and of the low morale.

This timely intelligence prompted the final thrusts against the city and

its defeat. In both :ases, the loss of security through information

given by prisoners proved to be of great value. The loss of security is

hard to measure in terms of cost to the Turks; it jeopardized their only
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hope of supply and built confidence in the Russians to make their final

attacks.

Turkey

The most notable and costly breach of security for the Russians was

the defection of Dutch engineer Jacob Jensen. He was a trusted confidante

of Peter and therefore had complete .nowledge of current battle plans as

well as the status of all siege works. This information in the hands of

the Turks cost the Russians 1,000 casualties (deaths and injuries).

Peter did not consider defection ' Europeans to the "infidel" Moslem

forces a possibility. Consequently, he made no provision to prevent

such defections or limit access to important battle information. The

cost was high.

MASS/ECONOMY OF FORCE

Success in achieving objectLveA with aeVopace poweA 'equiLeL
a ptopeA batance beoeen the ptncipte.6 oJ mass and economy
o o*oe. ConcentWted iitepoweA can ovetwi~i enemy
UFde.iii and secwue an objective at the ',ght time and p ace.
Bec.ause o6 the,& cha'zcteistc. and capab6Zties, aeJo4pace
6o'Lcea posses the abitity to concetkate enomouw deciive
st iking poweA upon seected tatget6 when and whewe i is
needed most. The impact o6 these attack . can b/Leak the
enemy'4 dejense., d Zupt hA ptan o6 attack, destwy the
cohesion oJ hz 6otrces, ptodcce the pychotogicaI shock
that may thwt a citiatc enemy thiuat, o% c'eate an oppor-
tunity 604% 6'rtendty 60'cce6 to seize the 066ensive. ConcWL-
en.ttg, using economy o6 6orce pe'mits a comrandex to execwte
atack ith appkopxiate mas at the &uticat time and ptace
without wting rAeou%ce6 on secondawy objectives. Wa& wZl
abtay.6 involve the de-te'unation o6 prio'&tie6. The dii6i-
ac.Lty in dete~'unning these p/LZotities is dL'Lectly p~top04%-
tionat to the capabitities and actions 06 the enemy and the
combat env ownmen-f ComnmuandeM at a t tevet must deteAmine
and contnuWty kedine pxioties among competing demands 6o
Limited aewospace asaets. This 4equiA e a batance between
mas and economy o6 6o'zce, but the pazamoun~t consideuation6
60, coruandeu mut atway6 be the objective. Expending
exces.ive e6 6oat on hecondaAy objectives woutd tend to
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dLa spate the &tength o6 aeAo.6pace Joue and po&,6bty
'wedeAi them incapabtZ o6 achieving the ptima objectiue.
Economy o6 6o'rce he pz to p ueeAve the .t'ength o6 aeJLo6pace
6ouce and %etain the capabi~y to emptoy deciaiue &ZvepoweA
when and heAe i i needed mot.

Russia

Peter demonstrated adequate application of this principle with one

exception. The 1695 Dnieper diversionary force given to Sheremetev num-

bered 120,000 soldiers. Peter's force consisted of 31,000. While this

force was twice that of the Turks in Azov, it proved to be insufficient

to completely envelop the city. It was also too small to take the city

by frontal assault. In the second campaign (1696) Peter adjusted the

troop strengths to provide greater mass to the Azov force. Sheremetev

was sent to the Dnieper with only 75,000 in the diversionary force.

Peter increased the land forces attacking Azov to 75,000. In addition,

these forces were supported by the new fleet. It must be remembered

that the 1695 campaign against Azov was Peter's first battle. An attack-

ing force double that of the defending force probably seemed adequate.

tie applied the lessons from the 1695 defeat, though, to ensure adequate

force was available in 1696.

Besides the one mistake noted above, Peter demonstrated accurate

application of mass and economy of force. He attacked the upstream

towers one at a time with the full force of his army. This made them

easy targets. lie also saw the need for overwhelming naval strength,

not just a few gun boats, to control the seaward access. His fleet,

though employed very little, was effective primarily because it greatly

outnumbered Turkish warships in the area.
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Turkey

Though there was not a great opportunity for the Turks to demon-

strate effective large scale massing of troops, they did show excellent

comprehension of small scale mass and economy of force. Their counter-

attack sorties against Russian lines were effective because they com-

mitted a larger number of Turkish soldiers against weak points in the

siege walls. Thei- sorties resembled modern guerrilla concepts of

attacking only when the attacker has clear numerical superiority. For

the Turks this tactic ensured minimum loss of lives, thus preserving the

integrity of the small defending for,:.

MANEUVER

Wax "L6 a complex int.action o6 move,6 and couwteLmove.6.
ManeuveA i6 the movement o6 Jtiendty o4ce4 in %etation
to enemy 6orce. CommandeA6 Aeek to maneu'veA their
6tkength6 .ective Ly again6t an enemy's weakneAs whilte
avoiding engagement6 wih jorce.6 o6 6upeJio,% strength.
Ej6ective a4,e o6 maneuveA can maintaiZn the initiative,
dictate the teAm6 o6 engagement, ueain 6ecuAity, and
poSition jore at the right tme and ptace to execute
6uApt£e attacks. ManeuvLe pecmit6 4apid massing o6
combat powet and ejfective di6engagement of force.6.
White maneuveA i.6 e46en-tat, it i6 not without rAsk.
Moving La.ge 6orce,6 may tead to loA6S oj cohe,6ion and
contot.

Russia

Effective maneuver was not a salient characteristic of the siege

warfare employed against Azov. However, there were isolated instances

that were noteworthy. In both 1695 and 1696 Peter transported the

largest group of his for :es by river to Azov. This allowed the forces

to arrive at the battle rested and ready for combat. Though Peter

squandered this advantage in 1695 through the extended and ineffective
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siege, he capitalized on it in 1696. He tasked the ready forces to a

high level of siege work construction and bombardment.

Peter's use of his fleet was also noteworthy. The fleet never

engaged the Turkish fleet in combat. The surprise and small numerical

superiority were the main contribution of the fleet. However, Peter

directed the fleet to take easily observable positions to threaten any

Turkish naval counterattack.

Finally, the cavalry of both Sheremetev on the Dnieper and the Don

Cossacks at Azov demonstrated the classic mobility associated with light

cavalry. Their rapid maneuver and surprise attacks were primary contri-

butions to the victories at Azov as well as those achieved by Sheremetev

along the Dnieper.

Turkey

The Turks were afforded little opportunity to demonstrate effective

maneuver since they were defending a fixed position. The single notable

example of effective maneuver was their attack on the rear guard of the

retreating Russian forces in the fall of 1695. The Turks massed small

groups of fast cavalry against pockets of rear guard infantry. Their

success in this endeavor was predictable.

Effective maneuver with the Turkish ships in 1696 might have led

to Turkish victory. The number of Russian and Turkish warships at the

mouth of the Don was nearly equal. Additionally, the Turkish crews were

more experienced in navigation and warfare. Their fleet could have been

used effectively against the Russian fleet. However, the mere presence

of a large Russian fleet (built in six months!) had such a shock value,

the Turks fled without employing this arm of their defense.
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TIMING AND TEMPO

Timing ad tempo is the p'ticipte o6 executing mil-itay
opexationa at a point in time and at a %ate which opti-
mizeA the use oj 6iiendty 6orces and which inlibits or
deniet the e66e~,tveneas o6 enemy 6outce6. The pukpo6e a
to dominate the acftion, to emain unpuedictabte, and to
cAeate uneA inty in the mind o6 the enemy. Conmandeu
seek to in4Cuence the timing and tempo o6 mititaxy actions
by seZzing the initiative and ope4ating beyond the enemy'6
ability to teact e66ec..tiveIy. Conttoting the action may
'LequAAe a mix oj zuAp~iae, zecwLity, mas, and maneuve' to
take advanta ^g o6 emeAging and 6Zeeting oppo'twute6.
Consequentty, attacks against an enemy must be executed at
a time, 6requency, and intensity that wiU do the most to
achieve objective . Timing and tempo Lequie that cormandeu
have an intelligence stuctme that can identify oppoetunitieA
and a command, cont.oL, and . ,#nunication6 network that can
responivey diect combat powe, to take advantage o6 those
oppoLtnitAies.

Russia

The timing of this battle was controlled primarily by the weather

(time of year). Peter knew he must deploy his forces in early spring,

seize Azov, and return to Moscow before winter. The plan went well with

regard to deployment and employment. However, the failure to cut off

the Turkish supply lines meant the tempo for the attack had to be faster

than Turkish resupply could handle. Unfortunately, the long Russian

lines of supply prevented a faster rate of cannon fire or offensive

operations. As the summer of 1695 drew to a close, Peter ordered two

direct infantry attacks against the advice of his generals. He felt he

must accelerate the pace of the battle to gain the victory before winter.

This was a classic example of inability to sustain the offensive at a

rate that would bring a ictory within an acceptable time.

Peter learned from this bad experience, however. With the support-

ing naval fleet and additional ground forces, Peter was able to intensify
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the conflict the next year. In the final days of the 1696 campaign, he

also relocated artillery pieces under the direction of European experts.

These actions allowed Peter to step up the pace of the attack. The sur-

render in July allowed the Russians to occupy the fortress, remove the

siege works, and return to Moscow before winter.

Turkey

The Turks never were in control of the battle. As defenders of the

besieged fortress they responded to the pace set by the Russians. The

one effectively timed counterattack was described under SURPRISE.

UNITY OF COMMtAND

Uni o4 ommad i the pvciepte 06 ve~ting app4optiate
autkouky and ,)e~ponaibi.t.ty in a Angte commandeL to eiect
unity oJ e6oxt in caxtying out an ahhigned taal. Unity o6
command povideA 6o% the e6ective exexcie o6 teadeAhLp
and poweA oA deci~6on oveA au&gned 6oiceA6 6o' the pwtpose
oJ achieving a common objective. Uniy oJ comuand oban
unity o6 e6o.t by the coo.uioted action o6 att 6ox.a
tow a,, a common goat. White coo'dinaton may be attained
by coopeta.ton, it Z- beat adheved by giuing a aZngte corn-
mandeA 6tt aLuthoxiZty.

Russia

This was the greatest weakness in the 1695 campaign. Peter did not

wish to assume supreme command. Neither did he desire to elevate one of

his three generals above the others. Lefort was the closest friend of

Peter, but his lack of field experience made him a poor choice. The

Scot, General Gordon, was the best field marshall in the Russian army.

However, he was Catholic, which prejudiced the army against appointing

him as supreme commander. Peter did not consider the Russian General

Golovin a good candidate either. Consequently, all battle plans were
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made by counsel of the three generals, who also considered Peter's pro-

posals. This arrangement was a complete failure. The three generals

rarely agreed. Besides the lack of sea control in 1695, this failure to

establish unity of command was the most important cause for defeat.

This error also was corrected before the 1696 campaign. Lefort was

placed in charge of the navy. Gordon was appointed as quartermaster

general for the entire operation. Peter removed himself from the role

of decision maker and appointed Russian General Shein as supreme commander

of all land and sea forces. The results of this arrangement were posi-

tive. The Russian soldiers were c,,nitnt to follow General Gordon's com-

mands, knowing that the Russian general Shein was in supreme command.

General Shein proved to be a strong leader and directed the 1696 battle

with a great measure of effectiveness.

Turkey

The Turkish defenders were experienced in warfare and showed

exemplary discipline and unity of command under the Azov Pasha. The

Turks showed exceptional calm, even until the final days of battle, in

spite of adverse conditions. Their military discipline and response to

authority were reflective of the Turkish professional army.

SIMPLICITY

To achieve a unity o6 e&ort towad a common goat, guidance
mu.6t be quick, ctea& and conciae- -it muzt have
Simplicity ptomoteA undeutanding, teducez con6un, and pe-
mits eaae o6 execution in the intenae and uncextain envi'on-
ment o6 combat. Simpticity add6 to the cohe,6ion o6 a Aotce
by ptouiding unamliuLguou4 guidance that 6oster a ctea& ndeA-
6tanding o6 expected actions. Simpticity i.6 an impotant
ingredient in achieving viLctoy, and it mut pevade aU
t~evet o a ZUtaAy opekation. Exten4ive and meicuow
prupma,,io, in peacetime enhance. the .6impticity o6 an
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opeu, tion dawtng the conju6ion and ic.t-Lon o6 wattrme.
Command ztuwctuxa, .6tategiA., ptan.6, tatic., and p'o-
ceduweh must a.U be cteat, .6impte, and unencumbexed to
pe/mit ea.e o6 execution. CommandeA at att teve.t4 must
6t~ive to e~tabtiVh .6imptcity in the4e arA, and the
peacetime exeAciae o6 6oc mu.&t &t~ive to meet that
same goat.

Russia/Turkey

There were no clear examples of this principle demonstrated by

either of the combatants. Siege warfare was extremely complex and multi-

faceted. Both the 1695 and 1696 campaigns employed regulars, mercenary

Europeans, Russians, Cossacks, elite Regiments, and the Moscow guard in

many different modes. The lesson to be learned form this battle is that

war is a complex and confused arena. That confusion should not be multi-

plied by employing diverse kinds of combatants under ineffective command.

It is a sure recipe for failure. While the same diversity of combat units

existed in 1696, Peter put them under a supreme commander and relied

principally on his own elite regiments and marines. He used the unreli-

able Streltsy and the untrained peasant army in digging and moving dirt.

This arrangement somewhat simplified the complex force.

LOGISTICS

Logiti4 the p.incipte o6 6u.ta.ining both man and machine
in combat. Logtic i4 the pxincipte o6 obtaining, moving,
and maintaining mtighting potentia. Succeu in wak6a&e
depend6 on getting 4u66cicent men and macjineA in the right
position at the %ight time. Thi6 kequiAe6 a .6mplte, .6e.e,
and 6fexible togZ6ticA system to be an integaL paAt o6 an
air opeAation. Regaxdtas o6 th'e sacope and natme o6 a miti-
taAy opeation, togi6ticA iA one ptincApte that mu4t a& ayA
be given attention. Logiwtic4 can timit the extent o6 an
opemation ox pe.Ai'mt the attainment o6 objec tva. In 6,ua-
tained ai' warfare, logi6tiu may tequie the contant a.tten-
tion o6 an air commande'. This can impose a competing and
tAaining demand on the time and negy o6 a comandeA,
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paxtcutaLty when that conmandeA may be ijmeAued in making
cuiticat ope~aotio nat deciains. Th-i4 com peting demand wiUe
atL6o impo.6e a heavy bwztden on a cormand, cont't, and corn-
mw Zcation6 netok. The injo'iation, medianicA, and deci-
.6ion6 kequi'Led to get men, machines, and theZ't 'tequLted
nate)Liet wheAe and when they avze needed i,6 exten~ive and

demanding. VuAing intense combat, the~e togi~.ticA deci&Lons
may even .tend to Aatwa-ate the time and a-tten~tion o6~ a comn-
mandeA. To 4Leduce the ,tA"el~. impos&ed by pote ttia.Uy
c'Liticat togi6ticA deci6Zoniz, commuandeu mus&t e,.tabtUh a
simpte and secwLe togi~tic Ayatemn in peace-time -that can
-'teduce the burden oj conatan~t a2 tention in wwtime.

Russia

The principle of Logistics is the clearest one demonstrated in the

Azov campaigns. The Tsar learned fic i his errors one year and remodeled

his logistics the next year. The Russians showed little forethought con-

cerning the importance of logistics in 1695. While there was a small

supply of food arriving in barges on the Don, Peter expected the soldiers

to forage for food. He also felt that Azov would fall quickly and the

city's stocks would be available. This was the thinking of a "green"

commander. The Russian logistics problem was compounded by insecure

lines of transportation. While the Turks held the two towers on the

river above Azov, the Russian supplies were unloaded upstream from the t

towers and carried overland to the army. Since Azov was positioned

between the supply arrival point and the army, a small cavalry force

from the city was able to continually seize supplies moving overland.

The final logistics tragedy was the 169S retreat. Peter waited too

late in the year to begin the retreat from Azov. He needed the grass on

the steppes to feed the -inimals. By the time the Russians reached the

I-

steppes, the grass was dead. There was also little food available for
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the soldiers. Starvation and disease killed as many soldiers in the

retreat as the Turks.

Turkey

Azov could not be defeated as long as it could be supplied. The

Turks were able to resupply the city throughout the 1695 campaign. In

retrospect it was futile for Peter's forces to stay on the battlefield

in 1695. Victory for the Russians was impossible. The Turks, unhindered

at sea, delivered fresh troops, ammunition, powder, and food to the Azov

defenders. The Russian force did not even cut off the land side of Azov

completely. The 1696 campaign was different. Peter saw the futility of

siege warfare against a fully supplied opponent. The Russians immediately

cut both land and sea lines of communication. The Turks understood the

threat of complete investure. On 14 June they attempted a seaborne

counterattack on the two small forts Peter had established at the mouth

of the Don. This site was necessary to land supplies and reinforcements.

The attack, however, was repulsed and the Turkish ships fled upon sight-

ing the Russian fleet. Once the logistic line was cut, the fate of Azov

was sealed.

COHES ION

Cohehion i6 the p cipte o6 etabU6hing and mainining the
wa A hing ,p.L't and capab.ti y oS a doxce to win. Coheion
,i6 the cement that hotd6 a unit .togetheA touh the tkiat6 o6
combat and i& cnLtcat to the Sightin edec.tvetne oS a Soxce.
Thouhout mititaty expeAience, cohaive 6otca have geneAaUy
ac .eved victox , white dijointed e6otA have u6uatly met
dejeat. Cohe.6ion dependh d, ctU.e. on the apA't a teadeA
.imnpJe6 i Zn hi6 peopte, the Ahm'ed expeAienceA o6 a 6o'ee in
t'aflng oy combat, and the &autai.ned opmationat capabitity
o6 a Aorce. Comande,, buitd coheaion though e6Sectve
teadexrhip and geneuang a Aen.e oj cormon ,ietity and
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ahaxd puwpoae. Leadex6 maintain coheAion by communicatLng
objective ct €ety, demomtkating genuine conceAn 6ok the
moiale and we tate o6 theit peopte, and empfoying men and
machineA aceoding to the dicata o oaund mUitay docttine.
Cohe6ion in a 6oce is poduced oveA time thtough egec-tive
eadvahp at at tevet o6 command.

Russia (Turkey--no clear examples) -: -

There was little cohesion of f ,rces in either of the two campaigns.

The Streltsy were articularly divisive. They were not completely loyal

to the Tsar. Their highest loyalty was to their own officers. They dis-

liked duty outside Moscow and later in Peter's reign even plotted to

assassinate him. Peter was ruthless in suppressing this rebellion, remem-

bering the many failings of the Streltsy, including those at Azov.

The Cossacks also were never fully controlled by Peter's generals.

They were an asset because of their ingenuity and fierce fighting ability.

They were also a liability, because they never completely submitted con-

trol of their units to the supreme commander. The attacks against the

Turkish fleet at night and the final assault against Azov were major

turning points, yet both attacks were uncommanded efforts on the part

of the Cossacks. One can only imagine the confusion the Cossack presence

made in any campaign. Even the allied commander was unsure what the

Cossacks would do.

The lack of a supreme commander in 1695 also contributed to a lack

of cohesion among Peter's army. After Azov, Peter either appointed one

supreme commander or held the position himself. He also relied heavily

on professionally traii.ed regiments. He saw the difference at Azov in

the capabilities and loyalties of professional regiments compared with

peasant recruits.
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SUMMARY

The contrasts of the 1695 and 1696 Azov campaigns provide good

examples of the principles of war first ignored, then applied. Peter's

naval arm turned the tide in 1696. He would rely on it heavily in the

future. He learned the value of effective logistics as well as denying

enemy resupply. He also learned that numerical superiority is no sub-

stitute for disciplined and well-led forces with effective, professional,

unified command. Peter survived his first loss and applied the lessons

learned in the next campaign. Few military leaders can afford losses

for learning. It is possible and necessary for us to learn and apply

other's lessons from history.
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PART III

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1. Lead-Off Question

What were the major differences between the battles of 1695 and 1696

that reversed the outcome?

Discussion

There are few instances in history where a battle has been fought in

two successive years by the same combatants on the same battlefield. -

Azov is one of these rare occurrences. The comparison of the two battles

yields clear insight into the results of application and misapplication

of the principles of war. Possible differences for discussion include --

Unity of Command (lacking in 1695), Logistics (availability of Turkish

resupply in a siege scenario), Mass and Security.

a. Follow-up Question

How was logistics related to the timing and tempo of the battles?

Discussion

In 1695 the Russians intended to defeat the Turks by investure of the

city and bombaxdment, Inadequate force strength prevented total enclosure

of the city. Therefore, the potential to defeat the Turks was reduced

seriously. In 1696 the naval blockade achieved the desired total inves-

Cure and ultimately the victory.
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b. Follow-up Question

What vere the differences in the Russian chain of command

structure in 1695 and 1696? What effect did this have on the battlefield?

Discussion

The three leader army, meeting in council, proved ineffective. General-

ly, Lefort and Golovin sided against Gordon. Tsar Peter usually agreed

with the two generals against the one. The appointment of a supreme

commander in 1696 made decision making more efficient. It also allowed

Gordon's ideas to be implemented even when he was a minority opinion.

2. Lead-Off Question

How important was the naval force to the outcome of the battles?

Discussion

In 1695 the Turks were able to protect their resupply lines using their

Black Sea fleet. Consequently they were able to provide the necessary

supplies to Azov. In 1696 the Russian fleet controlled the Sea of Azov

and the Don River. This fleet protected the Russian resupply via the

Don River, and it cut the vital Turkish supply link to the army inside

the fortress at Azov. Even though the two fleets never engaged each

other in a full-scale battle, they were the principal deciding factors

in the battles.

a. Follow-up Question

What was the effect of producing and deploying the Russian fleet

in five months time?

Discussion

This action was a total surprise to the Turks. They had made no provi-

sions to prevent the Russians from deploying a fleet from up-river.
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once the fleet was in place at the mouth of the Don, it would have

required a very large Turkish fleet to displace them.

b. Follow-up Question

Is there any similarity between the deployment of this first

Russian fleet and current Soviet naval growth?

Discussion

Current rapid prno1uction of both surface and undersurface ships has pro-

vided the Soviet Union with the means to project power globally. While

Russian land forces have not been used much outside of Russia, the naval

power makes that potential much grt.-' r.

3. Lead-off Question

How did surprise affect the outcome of the battles?

Discussion

The Cossack attacks were instrumental in defeating the Turks. They

initially frightened off the Turkish fleet and they made the initial

breach in the Turkish land defenses. Their unconventional and well-

timed attacks surprised the Russian co-mnand as well as the Turks.

a. Follow-up Question

How did the Russian return to Azov in 1696 constitute a surprise?

Discussion

The Turks did not believe the Russians could mount a successful attack

after the terrible defeat in 1695. Consequently, they made no effort to

remove the Russian siege fortifications or win back the towers on the

river. This failure gave the Russian forces an advantage of starting

with the same positions they had finished with the previous year.
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b. Follow-up Question

Why was the "nap time" Turkish counterattack so effective (1695)?

Discussion

The Turks attacked at a known vulnerable time in the day of a Russiani

soldier. By attacking at that time the Turks multiplied the effective-

ness and destruction of their sortie.

4. Lead-off Question

How did loss of security affect the battles?

Discussion

Information received from prisoners and the traitor Jensen allowed the

two forces to do things that would not have been possible. The Russians,

by learning of the advancing Turkish fleet, positioned their own fleet

to prevent resupply of the fort. The Turks used Jensen's information to

prepare their counterattack.

a. Follow-up Question

Often security receives little attention before a battle or war.

Afterward, it can be seen that loss of security is extremely costly.

Why does security take a "back seat" in planning a battle?

Discuss ion

S It is hard to tell where the leaks of information will develop. The

leaks are more damaging when they come from those who have greater access

to information. Often the high level officials are overlooked as poten-

tial leaks.

5. Lead-Off Question

Why was victory at Azov important to the Russians?
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Discussion

1) It gave them control over the Don and Dnieper Rivers; as a conse-

quence they gained access to the Sea of Azov and the Black Sea.

2) It gave the Russians a major victory over the Turks and ensured

Russian interest would be considered in the final treaty with Turkey.

3) It gave prestige to Russia in the eyes of other Europeans.

a. Follow-ur Question

Why was the victory important to Tsar Peter?

Discussion

1) It established him as an effect.e military leader in the eyes of

the Russians and Europeans.

2) It proved to Peter the effectiveness of western military technique,

e.g., professional regiments, scientific artillery, and siege warfare.

3) It solidified Peter's belief concerning the importance of Russian

naval power.

6. Other Areas for Discussion

a. These battles had to be fought in the spring and ended in the

fall because of weather considerations. To what extent does weather

affect modern warfare plans?

b. Why did Peter and his staff make so many mistakes in preparing

for the 1695 battle? (No planned logistics support, split conmmand, etc.)

Possible answers might include: Peter's inexperience, General staff

fear of contradicting the Tsar, underestimation of the Azov defense

forces, failure to comprehend the geography of the battlefield.--

c. What should the role of special forces (Cossack cavalry) be in

a battle? Should they be given some measure of autonomy to capitalize
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on their special capabilities? Do commanders of conventional forces

overlook potential abilities of special forces?

d. Though the Russian fleet turned the battle to a victory in 1696,

it was expensive in terms of lives and money. Were there any less costly

alternatives available to Russia to win a victory at Azov in 1696?
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APPENDIX A

CHRONOLOGY OF KEY EVENTS

SURROUNDING THE BATTLE OF AZOV

1677- First Russian War with Turkce

1681

1681 Treaty of Radzin--Russia given trading rights on Black Sea

1686 Russia joins Alliance with Poland and Austria against Turkey

1687 Basil Golitsyn defeated by 'iiars in Crimea (General Gordon was
quartermaster general on this campaign)

1695 21 February--First council of war in Moscow to plan Azov campaign

Early March--Gordon departs overland for Azov

27 March--Gordon arrives at Azov, begins siege works

May--Lefort and Golovin traveling by water leave Moscow with Peter

Early June--Azov encircled on three sides

29 June--Peter arrives at Azov with 21,000 soldiers and with icfort
and Golovin (via river)

6 July--final fortress on Dnieper falls to Sheremetev

7 July--Cannon begin firing (continue 14 weeks)

15 July--Entire Russian army assembled at Azov

20 July--Cossacks capture first watchtower

20 July--Turkish galleys begin resupply of Azov

July--Jacob Jensen defects; compromises Russian plans

Next day--Turks attack; heavy Russian losses

Early August--Second watchtower capitulates to Russians

1S August--first frontal assault on walls of Azov; 1,500 Russians
killed

19 August--Word received at Azov of Sheremetev's victories on Dnieper

25 September--Second frontal assault on walls of Azov

27 September--Retreat toward Moscow begun

12 October--Final troops leave Azov

2 December--Russian troops arrive in Moscow
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1696 29 January--Ivan dies; Peter becomes sole Tsar in Russia

January-May--Voronezh shipbuilding conducted with 28,000 con-
scripted laborers and European experts

23 April--General Gordon sails with 123 barges from Voronezh

25 April--General Golovin sails with his force from Voronezh

End April--Sheremetev leads 70,000 troops to attack Dnieper and
Tatar cavalry

3 May--Peter departs Voronezh with his flag ship Principium and

one squadron of 8 galleys

10, 17, 24 May--One squadron of galleys departs each week for Azov

28 May--Cossack Reconnaissance at river mouth discovers two Turkish

war ships

29 May--Peter dispatches 9 Russian galleys to below Azov to drive
off Turkish ships; 40 ships discovered instead of 2

Evening, 29 May--Cossacks attack Turkish ships at night using
small riverboats; Turkish ships weigh anchor and flee
to open water

2 June--Entire Russian force of galleys (29) move to mouth of Don;
seal off river and Azov

10 June--Captured Turkish soldiers reveal Turkish re-inforcing
fleet is heading toward Azov

11 June--Entire Russian fleet is in place at mouth of Don River

14 June--Turkish fleet sighted at opening of Don to Sea of Azov;
Turkish troop landing repulsed by Russian fleet

20 June--Russians call for Turkish surrender; refused; cannon
bombardment begins

28 June--Second Turkish troop landing repulsed

End June--Azov encircled by Russian army and artillery

9 July--Austrian engineers and artillery experts arrive; relocate
guns for more effective bombardment

18 July--Russian council of war sets 22 July as date for frontal
assault on walls

19 July--Cossacks attack Azov walls; breach defenses

20 July--Azov surrenders

10 October--Army returns to Moscow; triumphal entry

22 November--61 Russian noblemen sent abroad to learn shipbuild-
ing and navigation

1696- Troops with their families transferred to Azov and Taganrog to
1697 inhabit those port cities
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1699- Peace of Karlowitz--Russia gives up rights to Black Sea fleet

1700

1711 Russian fleet destroyed by Turks

1711 July--Turks surround Peter's army at Pruth; peace settlement cedes
Azov to Turks with port of Taganrog,

1736- War against Turkey
1739

1739 Treaty of Beigrade--Azov returned to Russia; no Russian ships
allowed on Sea of Azov or Black Sea, however

1774 Battle of Kuchuk Kainarjo--Russia defeats Turkish fleet; Taganrog
restored to Russian control; Russia wins fleet access
to Black Sea and Dardanelles

1827- War with Turkey; Russian flag ship "Azov" leads fleet to totally
1829 destroy Turkish fleet at Navarino harbor

1829 Treaty of Adrianople; Russians win full freedom of Black Sea and
coastlands

51



(APPENDIX B)

lk1

53



* * inW** / --K = Ih~~~~Nvgorod 'd hrnlhwoio

Tortue o 4krmbch 1io

N *Pskov
=1 INCOPOATI A1N O ESIONIA

TIIUANIA INTO INN U S 5.11

SSR /Torzhok 0 Koln I niov@o todokh ran 16;shche
! hzhevskt

- hdavpas *0.__ alZ( I)'iflo l1f ki IO hovo-luYev Kzn

~n ins SR~ ryask ~ re oenz Sti A uybyshi-ql
TuaUlobrs tsxuk rr tskcu

00

UKR INS SSAYA SSR Sank

C Briv yoo k oOoetsk 0i Penza sJYKybys

GORDON&_ Astrahan k

E ,

UK~AY )NKY S Saynk
Voroshlovgr o , i kvj -*

znpopt Maeek/ ir o
)rvyRo 

o

-g D1 n * Okar



(APPENDIX C)

57



002

00

0$
0..

"0 0

02

.0 TA

$4.4

F-4~

OW .~ a-I. r

*0 a59

ORI, PAG.

is @LAN



(APPENDIX D)

61



FROM: EDCJ 14 September 1983

SUBJECT: Historical Battle Analysis

* TO: Course Officers and Advisors

1. The purpose of this letter is to provide guidance for standardizing the
format of this year's battle analyses. Each analysis will have three major
sections, and each section should be capable of standing alone.

2. Section One should describe the selected battle and should be no more than
* 15 double-spaced pages in length. At a minimum, this section should cover the
* players, dates, location, and general outcome of the battle. Visual depictions

(maps, charts, or sketches) of key engagements are desirable but not mandatory
(see Atch 1 for an example).

3. Section Two should analyze how the AFM 1-1 principles of war (see Atch 2
for draft copy of new AFM 1-1) were applied or violated by each side (see Atch 3
for sample treatment). This section should be less than 20 double-spaced pages
in length.

4. Section Three should consist of discussion questions in a guided discussion
format (see Atch 4).

5 . Advisors should attach a copy of this letter to the completed SPS package
to insure that the first reader is aware of the nonstandard format and special
requirements of the project.

JOHN W. DOROUGH, JR., Major, USAF 4 Atch
Chief, Warfare Simulations Branch 1. Sample sketches
Warfare Studies Division 2. Draft AFM' 1-1

3. Sample principle of war treatments
4. Sample discussion questions
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